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INTRODUCTION
[image: ]During the Bronze Age (3500-1000 BC) Mediterranean, trade was an important factor of life, which helped to grow the political, social and economic developments of interactions. Trade during this period was not limited to just the trade of finished goods or raw materials but also included the likes of communication regarding artistry techniques, migration and connectivity. This was a way for cultural change and style to flourish all over the Mediterranean. Murray states ‘Bronze Age society in the Mediterranean was characterised by thoroughgoing and impactful commercial interaction that bound together the political and economic trajectories of individuals and states dwelling around the shores of the great middle sea.’ By this statement it shows the reader just how impactful ports were in the tense of spreading international trade. (Murray, 2022)Figure 1 (Nutter, 2025)





HISTORICAL BACKGROUND
Within the Bronze Age different cultures and societies were the first within history to be dependent on long distance trade routes to supply them with necessary resources (Kristiansen and Suchowska-Ducke, 2015). Looking at interregional interaction networks which is a modern terminology of the world system theory to describe the trade links between major influential cultures within the Eastern Mediterranean Bronze age such as the Aegean, the Levant and Cyprus. Looking at certain shipwrecks such as Uluburun and Cape Gelidonya, we can see that trade was happening throughout Canaan, into the trade ports and traded to the Aegean. Kristina Josephson Hesse quotes “Such long-distance trade with luxury goods requires professional traders familiar with the risks and security measures along the routes and with the knowledge of value systems and languages of diverse societies. These traders established networks along main trade routes and settled in trading quarters in particular node cities.” We can see the importance ports of trade had on the wider societies and cultures of the Mediterranean. (Hesse, 2008)

Ports of trade definition 
Looking at the thesis from Mark Safranski (2022), he describes the functions of which makes a port of trade. Here are some functions he mentions:
· Coastal settlements 
· Harbour towns specifically used for imported goods
· Connected maritime routes with inland networks 
· Elite oversight 
· Long term use

· (Safranski, 2022) shows that a costal settlement was a key function because trade sites were located along the coast, which gave quick access to maritime routes and easy entry points for goods.
· (Safranski, 2022) mentions that Harbour towns would store and process imported goods, ready to be transported for trade.
· (Safranski, 2022) explains that integrated networks meant that there were strong connections with maritime trade and inland trade.
· Trade was controlled by elites (Safranski, 2022).
· Many of the ports had long term use which showed the importance in the trade systems (Safranski, 2022).

Major ports of trade
Miletus (anatolia) 
Miletus was a major port which helped transport goods between the Aegean and Anatolia throughout the late bronze age. When looking at archaeological remains, we can see that a lot of the trade that went through this port was Mycenaean pottery. This suggests oversea connections (Niemeier, 1998 and Mountjoy 1998). These findings suggest that Miletus was a major port of trade and a place were imported goods were stored before entering the inland (Mee 2011). 

Ugarit (Levant) 
Ugarit was an extremely important international port of trade in the late bronze age. By looking at archives within the city, there are signs of extensive elite supervision of maritime trade (Singer 1999 and Yon 2006). There was a huge number of imported goods from the aegean, Cyprus, and Egypt. This illustrates the significance of Ugarit’s role, which linked major cultures across the eastern mediterranean together (Liverani 2014). 
Knossos (crete) 
Knossos was located inland, but had power and control over several harbours, such as Ammisaos and Knossos. We can see though the trade of Minoan and Mycenaean goods, that knossos had Administrate importance over imports (Driessen 2001 and Shelmerdine 2008). 

Avaris (egypt) 
Avaris was Egypt major delta port during both the middle and late Bronze Age. It had major maritime connects with the Levant, Cyprus and the Aegean (Bietak 1996). 
Byblos (Lebanon)
Byblos was a long-established port of trade during the Bronze Age ands had major ties with Egypt. Archaeological sources show that it was managed by elites and specialised in timber export and diplomatic exchange (Moran 992 and Smith 2014). The Archaeological evidence also shows that Byblos had a major input as a port with Egypt and Cyprus (Aubet 2001). 

Chart
[bookmark: _Int_FJhTGYzK]To help better understand the importance of ports of trade during the Bronze Age, I have created a chart. The bar chart reflects my comparative scoring of the importance of the five majors eastern mediterranean ports. Which are Miletus, Ugarit, Knossos, Avaris and Byblos. I scored these across the whole of the Bronze Age into groups of Early, middle, late and later Bronze Age. Each port was rated on a scale of 0 to 5. With 0 indicating no significance role and 5 representing the highest importance. These scorings are based of my archaeological reading I have completed. This chart helps to show the shift of importance of trade routes and political networks. This chart also is a visual way to understand the incline and decline of each of the 5 ports. 
Miletus
Miletus received a low rating of 1 in the Early Bronze Age. This was because the site did not yet play a major role within international trading (Niemeier 1998). I scored Miletus a score of 3 for the Middle Bronze Age, as it becomes an important port of trade of Aegean goods and Interactions (Mountjoy 1998). In the Late Bronze Age. Scoring of 4 was given, because the ports importance increased even more due to strong Mycenaean influence and more imported goods were coming through (Niemeier 1998 and Mee 2011). By the later Bronze Age, a score of 5 was given. This was because Miletus reaches its peak importance and was a major port for Mycenaean goods to enter western Anatolia (Mee 2011).



Ugarit
Ugarit has a rating of 1 in the early Bronze Age, due to the fact it was not an international port and it only began to rise in significance in the middle and late Bronze Age, with very little evidence of major trade within the early Bronze age (Yon 2006). In the middle Bronze Age, a score of 3 was given. This is because Ugarit became an increasingly important major port (liverani 2014). By the late Bronze Age, a score of 4 was applied, as Ugarit reaches international Significance and traded with Cyprus, the Aegean, Anatolia, and Egypt (singer 1999 and Yon 1999). In the later Bronze Age, a score of 5 was given, as Ugarit remains highly important, right up to its Destruction in c.1185 BC. Ugarit was a highly interconnected port within the eastern Mediterranean (Liverani 2014). 
Knossos 
[bookmark: _Int_8dqFtKYP][bookmark: _Int_XtiIww02]Knossos has a score of 2 in early Bronze Age as it already shows signs of regional maritime activity but not yet peeked (Knapp 1993). During the middle Bronze Age, a score of 3 was given due to Knossos developing and gaining control over harbours (Driessen 2001). In the late Bronze Age, a score of 5 was Given, as Knossos becomes a dominate power in the Aegean. Which is shown through the imports from Cyprus, Egypt, and the Levant, which shows the trade network organised by the elites (Shelmerdine 2008). In the later Bronze Age, a score of 4 was given as it had reduced political stability and led to a decline from its peak but still sustained an importance (Knapp 1993). 
Avaris 
Avaris is rated 0 in the early bronze age as the capital did not yet exist as a major centre. During the Middle Bronze Age, a 5 was given as Avaris became Egypt’s main international port. With lots of Cypriot and Levantine pottery. Which shows the trade link between the Delta and the Eastern Mediterranean (Bietak 1996, and 2007).in the late Bronze Age a score of 3 was presented. This was because Avaris declined, even though it continued to show evidence culture and good exchange (Ben-Tor 2007). By the later Bronze Age I rated Avaris a 0 due to the fact it had lost political and economic importance after Egypt changed its trade networks (Bietak 1996). 


Byblos 
[bookmark: _Int_nEYhfFDN]Byblos is given a very high 5 rating in the early Bronze Age, because it was one of the earliest and most significant ports within Eastern Mediterranean. And maintained ties with Egypt and was a supplier of timber and luxury goods (Aubet 2001). In the middle Bronze Age, a 4 was given as it remains important within the Egyptian and Levantine networks. Which can be seen though textual correspondence and gift exchange in the Amarna letters (Moran 1992). By the late Bronze Age, a 3 was given as Byblos continues to function as a port but as other ports start to rise in importance it has competition (smith 2014). In the late Bronze Age, a 3 was given because its significance diminishes even more as there are shifts in the trade routes (Aubet 2011). 




[image: ]Figure 2 (York, 2025)

ECONOMIC networks and maps  
[image: ]Throughout the Bronze Age Eastern Mediterranean, cultures and societies were extremely interconnected through coastal ports which helped with the movement and trade of luxury goods and raw materials. Trade was not random but was organised through routes which were formed though geography, political alliances, and palace administration (Knapp 1993 and Liverani 2014).
Figure 3 (Netchev, 2021)


Maritime was a major network system which was in operation during the Bronze Age. With major ports in such such as Byblos, Avaris, Ugarit, Miletus, and Knossos. These ports linked regional economies together and connected local and international production. Maritime networks linked the Aegean, Cyprus, the Levant, and Egypt. Inland routes extended trade further into Anatolia, Syria, and Jordan (Aubet 2001). 
different regions SPECIALISED in different resources which created DEPENDANCE on other regions.
· Cyprus exported copper and timber 
· The Levant exported timber, wine, and oil
· Egypt exported grain, gold, and linen
· The Aegean exchanged pottery, textiles and artisanal goods
· Anatolia supplied metals, and horses. 
(Liverani 2014 and Shelmerdine 2008). 






ARCHAEOLOGICAL evidence 
Archaeology provides lots of strong evidence and information for understanding how the Bronze Age ports functioned within the wider economic networks (Knapp 1993, Yon 2006, and Bietak 1996).
 ARCHAEOLOGICAL evidence which INDICATES some trade as imported include:
· Mycenaean and Minoan pottery at Ugarit, Avaris and the Levant (Yon 2006 and Bietak 2007)
· Cypriot white slip and base ring ware which was widely across Egypt, Crete and Anatolia (Mee 2011)
· [image: ]Levantine storage jars found at Knossos and Miletus (mee 2011) Figure 4 (Cartwright, 2012)


[bookmark: _Int_nbttihgI]Another bit of archaeological evidence which suggests that ports of trade were heavily significant is the textual finds which have often been found near harbours which provides direct evidence for trade. Some of these include:
· [image: ]Ugarit tablets which documented cargo, merchant activities, and diplomatic shipments (Singer 1999 and Yon 2006)Figure 5 (Atwood, 2021)














· [image: ]The Amarna letters which described trade relations between Byblos, and Egypt polities (Mornan 1992)Figure 6 (Knott, 2016)

[bookmark: _Int_fLYZbmD8]These documents shows that ports were integrated into the larger society. 

Theories 
[bookmark: _Int_4VwhrwQm]Theories help to explain why port cities emerged and how they functioned within the regional networks and what factors shaped their development. Below are some key theories I have picked out. 
1) World system theory – wallerstein 
key ideas 

· Core societies like Egypt, the Hittite’s, and Mycenaean palaces depend on raw Materials from peripheral regions like Cyprus, the Levant and Anatolia
· Ports were an interface zone which saw prestige goods, metals and agricultural goods
· There were uneven power relations 
· Ports such as Byblos and Ugarit can be seen as semi-peripheral meditators which linked kingdoms to resources.


2) Maritime cultural landscape – Westerdahl 
· [bookmark: _Int_ZSnOPfjY]ports were spaced by geography, such as bays, reefs, and currents
· Harbours linked sea and land routes
· The navigation corridors influenced which ports flourished 
· Miletus being on a river delta and Avaris on the nile can be explained though this environmental approach 

3) Network theory -Knappet and Brughmans 
· Ports gain importance based on number of connections and who it connects things to
· Change in one port can shake the entire network
· The flow of the goods can be modelled through maths
[bookmark: _Int_EMOhXUSo]Ugarit can appear as linking Cyprus, Anatolia, and the Levant. Avaris can be seen as a gateway between Egypt and Asia. 

CONCLUSION 
Ports of trade within the eastern mediterranean bronze age, were essential and connected major political powers together and helped with the movement of goods, migration, and ideas. 
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